Specifications table {#s0005}
====================

TableSubject area*Psychology*More specific subject area*Road safety and health behavior, sustainable transport modes, traffic-crash prevention, vulnerable road users*Type of data*Tables, graph, database*How data was acquired*Original data was collected through an international web-based survey. The data was consolidated and analyzed through the statistical software package IBM SPSS (version 23.0) for descriptive procedures and IBM SPSS AMOS (version 22.0) for structural/inferential ones*Data format*Filtered and analyzed*Experimental factors*Population consisted of a sample of regular cyclists, about which their (protective and risky) road behaviors, perception of road risks and self-reported level of knowledge about traffic regulations were analyzed*Experimental features*Study of age-based differences on cycling-related factors and road behaviors of cyclists through HSD (Post-Hoc) and graphical analyses*Data source location*Europe, Latin and North America*Data accessibility*Data is with this article*Related research article*Useche S, Alonso F, Montoro L., & Esteban, C. Explaining Self-Reported Traffic Crashes of Cyclists: An Empirical Study based on Age and Road Risky Behaviors. Saf Sci. 2018 113, 105--114*[@bib1].

Value of the data {#s0010}
=================

•This data provides information on the profile (age, cycling patterns, psychosocial and behavioral issues, and traffic crashes) of a sample of 1064 cyclists of different countries.•The risky and positive cycling behaviors of cyclists can be compared according to different user-related features, such as their age, gender, educative level and occupation, variables also contained in the annex dataset.•The data could be compared with other samples/studies using the Behavioral-Questionnaire (BQ) approach to examine associations and trends on traffic behaviors and crashes among cyclists.•This data can be used by other researchers and road safety practitioners to identify riskier patterns and propose evidence-based interventions grounded on the data provided by this large international sample of bicycle users.

1. Data {#s0015}
=======

The dataset of this article provides information on a set of demographics, behavioral and crash-related factors of the sample, entirely composed of active cyclists. [Table 1](#t0005){ref-type="table"} shows the descriptive statistics obtained for all study variables included in this data article. [Fig. 1](#f0005){ref-type="fig"} shows graphically the trends on self-reported aberrant cycling behaviors according to the age of cyclists, and [Table 2](#t0010){ref-type="table"} allows to identify the specific differences between cyclists of all age groups through a Post-Hoc analysis. In the same sense, [Fig. 2](#f0010){ref-type="fig"} addresses protective factors: positive cycling behaviors, rule knowledge and risk perception, and [Table 3](#t0015){ref-type="table"} summarizes the statistical differences between age groups for these three variables. Finally, [Fig. 3](#f0015){ref-type="fig"} shows the actual trends on traffic crashes suffered by cyclists of the different age groups during the last 5 years, and [Table 4](#t0020){ref-type="table"} presents the Post-Hoc-based significant differences found in traffic crash rates.Table 1Descriptive statistics of the variables contained in the data set.Table 1**Study variableAge groupTotal\< 2626--3536--4546--55\> 55MeanSDMeanSDMeanSDMeanSDMeanSDMeanSD**Violations0.7490.460.8720.440.8240.490.6150.390.5320.340.4360.33Errors0.5050.500.5840.380.4840.410.4290.360.4740.380.3890.31Risky Behaviors1.2540.731.4570.701.3080.791.0440.651.0060.600.8250.54Positive Behaviors2.6840.622.5960.552.6400.632.8430.642.6890.692.9900.58Knowledge of Traffic Rules3.0830.712.8450.723.0190.693.2800.623.4610.523.5710.47Risk Perception3.4930.503.3230.493.3980.523.5450.463.6490.473.6560.36Traffic Crashes (5 years)0.6400.980.8791.170.6130.890.4380.720.3950.860.2760.58Fig. 1Trends in risky cycling behaviors (errors and violations) of cyclists according to their age group.Fig. 1Table 2Post-Hoc (Tukey HSD) analysis -- mean comparisons for risky cycling behaviors of cyclists. Factor: age group.Table 2**Dependent variable(I) Age group(J) Age groupMean Diff. (I-J)Std. ErrorSig.95% CI*****p*****LevelLowerUpperViolations**\< 2636--450.260.0410.000\*\*\*0.1460.36946--550.3400.0460.000\*\*\*0.2150.465\> 550.4370.0550.000\*\*\*0.2870.58626--3536--450.2090.0420.000\*\*\*0.0940.32546--550.2920.0470.000\*\*\*0.1640.420\> 550.3880.0560.000\*\*\*0.2360.54136--45\< 26-0.2570.0410.000\*\*\*-0.369-0.14626--35-0.2090.0420.000\*\*\*-0.325-0.094\> 550.1790.0610.027\*0.0130.34546--55\< 26-0.3400.0460.000\*\*\*-0.465-0.21526--35-0.2920.0470.000\*\*\*-0.420-0.164\> 55\< 26-0.4370.0550.000\*\*\*-0.586-0.28726--35-0.3880.0560.000\*\*\*-0.541-0.23636--45-0.1790.0610.027\*-0.345-0.013**Errors**\< 2626--350.1000.0290.005\*\*0.0210.18036--450.1550.0360.000\*\*\*0.0560.254\> 550.1950.0480.001\*\*0.0630.32726--35\< 26-0.1000.0290.005\*\*-0.180-0.02136--45\< 26-0.1550.0360.000\*\*\*-0.254-0.056\> 55\< 26-0.1950.0480.001\*\*-0.327-0.063**Risky Behaviors**\< 2626--350.1480.0530.044\*0.0030.29436--450.4120.0660.000\*\*\*0.2310.59446--550.4500.0740.000\*\*\*0.2480.652\> 550.6320.0890.000\*\*\*0.3900.87426--35\< 26-0.1480.0530.044\*-0.294-0.00336--450.2640.0680.001\*\*0.0770.45146--550.3020.0760.001\*\*0.0940.509\> 550.4830.0900.000\*\*\*0.2370.73036--45\< 26-0.4120.0660.000\*\*\*-0.594-0.23126--35-0.2640.0680.001\*\*-0.451-0.07746--55\< 26-0.4500.0740.000\*\*\*-0.652-0.24826--35-0.3020.0760.001\*\*-0.509-0.094\> 55\< 26-0.6320.0890.000\*\*\*-0.874-0.39026--35-0.4830.0900.000\*\*\*-0.730-0.237[^1]Fig. 2Trends on rule knowledge, risk perception and positive cycling behaviors according to age group.Fig. 2Table 3Post-Hoc (Tukey HSD) analysis -- mean comparisons for positive behaviors, knowledge of traffic rules and risk perception of cyclists. Factor: Age group.Table 3**Dependent variable(I) Age group(J) Age groupMean Diff. (I-J)Std. ErrorSig.95% CI*****p*****LevelLowerUpperPositive Behaviors**\< 2636--45-0.2480.0570.000\*\*\*-0.404-0.091\> 55-0.3950.0760.000\*\*\*-0.604-0.18626--3536--45-0.2040.0590.005\*\*-0.365-0.042\> 55-0.3500.0780.000\*\*\*-0.563-0.13836--45\< 260.2480.0570.000\*\*\*0.0910.40426--350.2040.0590.005\*\*0.0420.36546--55\> 55-0.3010.0900.007\*\*-0.546-0.056\> 55\< 260.3950.0760.000\*\*\*0.1860.60426--350.3500.0780.000\*\*\*0.1380.56346--550.3010.0900.007\*\*0.0560.546**Knowledge of Traffic Rules**\< 2626--35-0.1740.0500.005\*\*-0.312-0.03736--45-0.4350.0620.000\*\*\*-0.606-0.26546--55-0.6160.0700.000\*\*\*-0.806-0.426\> 55-0.7260.0830.000\*\*\*-0.954-0.49926--35\< 260.1740.0500.005\*\*0.0370.31236--45-0.2610.0640.001\*\*-0.437-0.08546--55-0.4420.0720.000\*\*\*-0.637-0.246\> 55-0.5520.0850.000\*\*\*-0.784-0.32036--45\< 260.4350.0620.000\*\*\*0.2650.60626--350.2610.0640.001\*\*0.0850.437\> 55-0.2910.0930.015\*-0.544-0.03846--55\< 260.6160.0700.000\*\*\*0.4260.80626--350.4420.0720.000\*\*\*0.2460.637\> 55\< 260.7260.0830.000\*\*\*0.4990.95426--350.5520.0850.000\*\*\*0.3200.78436--450.2910.0930.015\*0.0380.544**Risk Perception**\< 2636--45-0.2210.0460.000\*\*\*-0.346-0.09646--55-0.3260.0510.000\*\*\*-0.466-0.187\> 55-0.3330.0610.000\*\*\*-0.500-0.16626--3536--45-0.1470.0470.016\*-0.276-0.01846--55-0.2520.0520.000\*\*\*-0.395-0.109\> 55-0.2580.0620.000\*\*\*-0.429-0.08836--45\< 260.2210.0460.000\*\*\*0.0960.34626--350.1470.0470.016\*0.0180.27646--55\< 260.3260.0510.000\*\*\*0.1870.46626--350.2520.0520.000\*\*\*0.1090.395\> 55\< 260.3330.0610.000\*\*\*0.1660.50026--350.2580.0620.000\*\*\*0.0880.429[^2]Fig. 3Trends on rule knowledge, risk perception and positive behaviors of cyclists according to their age group.Fig. 3Table 4Post-Hoc (Tukey HSD) analysis -- mean comparisons for self-reported traffic crashes suffered by cyclists (last 5 years). Factor: age group.Table 4**Dependent variable(I) Age group(J) Age groupMean Diff. (I-J)Std. ErrorSig.95% CI*****p*****LevelLowerUpperTraffic Crashes (5 Years)**\< 2626--350.2660.0730.002\*\*0.0700.46036--450.4420.0900.000\*\*\*0.2000.69046--550.4850.1010.000\*\*\*0.2100.760\> 550.6030.1210.000\*\*\*0.2700.93026--35\< 26-0.2660.0730.002\*\*-0.460-0.070\> 550.3370.1230.048\*0.0000.67036--45\< 26-0.4420.0900.000\*\*\*-0.690-0.20046--55\< 26-0.4850.1010.000\*\*\*-0.760-0.210\> 55\< 26-0.6030.1210.000\*\*\*-0.930-0.27026--35-0.3370.1230.048\*-0.6700.000[^3]

In addition, the [Supplementary SPSS dataset (.sav)](#s0055){ref-type="sec"} will allow researchers to perform additional tests and comparisons using the entire set of measured variables.

2. Experimental design, materials, and methods {#s0020}
==============================================

2.1. Participants {#s0025}
-----------------

For this cross-sectional research, it was collected and analyzed the data of *n* = 1064 bicyclists (413 females, and 651 males) from 3 different territories: Latin America (*n =* 831 individuals, 78.1% of the sample; 38.6% women and 61.4% men), Europe (*n =* 161 individuals, 15.15% of the sample; 41% females and 59% males), and North America (*n =* 72 individuals, 6.75% of the sample; 37.5% women and 61.1% men).

In accordance with the pursued analyses and some previous research experiences dealing with different groups of cyclists divided by age [@bib2], [@bib3], considering it as a key variable for explaining road-related risks [@bib4], [@bib5], the full sample was divided in five intervals, composed as follows: \< 26 years (*n =* 390, composing 36.7% of the sample); 26--35 years (*n =* 318, composing 29.9% of the sample); 36--45 years (*n =* 160, composing 15.1% of the sample); 46--55 years (*n =* 120, composing 11.2% of the sample); and \> 55 years (*n =* 76, composing 7.1% of the sample).

2.2. Questionnaire {#s0030}
------------------

The questionnaire was administrated only in Spanish and consisted of four sections. The first part asked about individual and demographic variables, such as age, gender, region of provenance and main occupation.

In the second part, self-reported risky cycling behaviors were assessed using the raw item bank of the Cyclist Behavior Questionnaire (CBQ) [@bib6], a self-report measure on road behavior specifically designed to measure high-risk riding behaviors (errors and violations) among bike users. This Likert scale is originally composed of 44 items distributed in three factors: *Violations* (*α =* 0.785), consisting of 16 items; *Errors* (*α =* 0.850), composed of 16 items; and *Positive Behaviors* (*α =* 0.729), consisting of 12 items, and based on the one developed by Özkan and Lajunen [@bib7] for motor-vehicle drivers. The entire questionnaire used a frequency-based response scale of 5 levels: 0 = never; 1 = hardly ever; 2 = sometimes; 3 = frequently; 4 = almost always. A global score of *Risky Behaviors* (*α =* 0.895) was built up through the sum of Errors and Violations reported by respondents.

As for the third part, and in order to measure the *risk perception* and the *knowledge of traffic rules*, the Cyclist Risk Perception and Regulation Scale (RPRS) was used [@bib8], Likert scale composed of 12 items: 7 for risk perception (*α =* 0.657), and 5 for assessing general rules of bike using (*α =* 0.722), in which the degree of perceived risk in objective risk factors and the knowledge of general regulations on the road are assessed in a scale from 0 (no knowledge/risk perceived) to 4 (highest knowledge/risk perceived).

Finally, the fourth part of the questionnaire consisted of a series of questions related to the use of bikes, such as the average use of the bicycle (including mean distances traveled and length of journeys) and the reasons for using it as a mean of transportation.

2.3. Statistical analysis {#s0035}
-------------------------

First of all, basic descriptive analyses (i.e. means and standard deviations of the study variables) were obtained, with the aim of establishing trends on aberrant (errors and violations) and positive cycling behaviors, protective factors such as the knowledge of traffic norms and risk perception, and their self-reported traffic crash rates as cyclists, based in their age groups - using five intervals, as described in the sample section. Finally, a set of comparative analyses (Tukey׳s Post-Hoc tests) were performed in order to determine significant differences between the specific age groups. Please note that the global score on risky behaviors is not included in the graphical presentation of the data, due to it constitutes the sum of two sub-scales (error and violation) of the CBQ. Nevertheless, the full set of variables is available in the annex dataset.

Transparency document. Supplementary material {#s0045}
=============================================

Supplementary material

Appendix A. Supplementary material {#s0055}
==================================

Supplementary material
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[^1]: *Notes:* \*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. \*\*The mean difference is significant at the 0.01 level. \*\*\*The mean difference is significant at the 0.001 level.

[^2]: *Notes:* \*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. \*\*The mean difference is significant at the 0.01 level. \*\*\*The mean difference is significant at the 0.001 level.

[^3]: *Notes:* \*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. \*\*The mean difference is significant at the 0.01 level. \*\*\*The mean difference is significant at the 0.001 level.
